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SFY 06 DMHDDSAS LME Systems Management Allocations and PCPM Amounts
Allocation Amount as of November 3, 2005

1 2 3 4 5
Current PCPM

7/1/04 SFY 06 LME Based on
LME Counties in Catchment Area Population Allocation Cols. 3 & 4

Tideland
Beaufort, Hyde, Martin, Tyrrell & 
Washington 95,146 4,267,757 3.74

Albemarle
Camden, Chowan, Currituck, Dare, 
Pasquotank & Perquimans 123,152 4,127,342 2.79

Roanoke-Chowan Bertie, Gates, Hertford & N'hampton 75,033 2,274,596 2.53

Smoky Mountain
Cherokee, Clay, Graham, Haywood, 
Jackson, Macon & Swain 181,251 4,744,736 2.18

Pitt Pitt 141,782 3,453,810 2.03
Wilson-Greene Wilson & Greene 97,116 2,365,746 2.03
Catawba Catawba 152,072 3,704,474 2.03
Edgecombe-Nash Edgecombe & Nash 145,953 3,555,415 2.03

New River
Alleghany, Ashe, Avery, Watauga & 
Wilkes 166,570 4,057,645 2.03

Johnston Johnston 141,312 3,442,360 2.03

Neuse Craven, Jones & Pamlico 117,708 2,865,076 2.03
Onslow-Carteret Onslow & Carteret 212,987 4,997,316 1.96
Orange-Person-Chatham Orange, Person & Chatham 219,292 5,049,379 1.92

Five County
Franklin, Granville, Halifax, Vance, & 
Warren 227,927 5,101,665 1.87

Durham Durham 238,126 5,176,444 1.81
Crossroads Iredell, Surry & Yadkin 249,930 5,270,427 1.76
Foothills Alexander, Burke, Caldwell & McDowell 253,668 5,310,122 1.74

Southeastern Regional Bladen, Columbus, Robeson, Scotland 256,545 5,324,362 1.73
Alamance-Caswell-Rockingha Alamance, Caswell & Rockingham 259,087 5,336,096 1.72
Eastpointe Duplin, Lenoir, Sampson & Wayne 294,538 5,692,887 1.61
Southeastern Brunswick, New Hanover & Pender 303,494 5,750,604 1.58

Sandhills
Anson, Harnett, Hoke, Lee, Moore, 
Montgomery, Randolph, & Richmond 514,351 9,640,975 1.56

Cumberland Cumberland 312,387 5,842,279 1.56
Pathways Gaston, Lincoln & Cleveland 365,306 6,223,828 1.42
CenterPoint Davie, Forsyth & Stokes 408,662 6,553,968 1.34
Guilford Guilford 449,174 7,054,800 1.31

Western Highlands

Buncombe, Henderson, Madison,  
Mitchell, Polk, Rutherford, Transylvania 
& Yancey 486,832 7,623,538 1.30

Wake Wake 724,752 9,488,551 1.09
Mecklenburg Mecklenburg 775,653 10,032,974 1.08
Totals 7,989,806 154,329,172 1.61

Piedmont (Cabarrus, Davidson, Rowan, Stanly & Union Counties) not included above due to waiver status.



SFY 05 LME Funding Levels for Administration (Systems Management) Ordered by Descending PCPM Amounts

1 2 3 4 5
SFY 05 SFY 05

7/1/04 LME Admin Per Citizen
LME Population Allocation Per Month Comment

Riverstone (Halifax) 57,444 2,193,217 3.18 Merged with VGFW effective 7/1/05
Albemarle 123,152 4,127,342 2.79
Tideland 95,146 3,064,804 2.68
Wilson-Greene 97,116 3,055,486 2.62
Roanoke-Chowan 75,033 2,274,596 2.53
Edgecombe-Nash 145,953 4,080,572 2.33
Smoky Mountain 181,251 4,887,736 2.25
Catawba 152,072 3,765,854 2.06
Rockingham 93,574 2,279,463 2.03 Merged with Alamance-Caswell effective 7/1/05
Pitt 141,782 3,453,810 2.03
Alamance-Caswell 165,513 4,031,897 2.03 Rockingham added to A-Caswell effective 7/1/05
Neuse 178,977 4,359,880 2.03 Carteret merged with Onslow effective 7/1/05
V-G-F-W 170,483 4,152,966 2.03 Riverstone (Halifax) added to VGFW effective 7/1/05 
New River 166,570 4,057,645 2.03
Johnston 141,312 3,442,360 2.03
Onslow 151,718 3,695,850 2.03 Carteret added to Onslow effective 7/1/05
O-P-C 219,292 5,049,379 1.92
Durham 238,126 5,176,444 1.81
Southeastern Reg. 256,545 5,517,041 1.79
Lee-Harnett 153,601 3,290,820 1.79 Merged with Sandhills effective 7/1/05
Foothills 253,668 5,360,122 1.76
Crossroads 249,930 5,270,427 1.76
Sandhills 360,750 7,202,667 1.66 Lee-Harnett added to Sandhills effective 7/1/05
Eastpointe 294,538 5,692,887 1.61
Cumberland 312,387 6,002,279 1.60
Southeastern 303,494 5,750,604 1.58
Pathways 365,306 6,223,828 1.42
Guilford Center 449,174 7,588,133 1.41
CenterPoint 408,662 6,553,968 1.34
Western Highlands 486,832 7,623,538 1.30
Wake 724,752 10,021,884 1.15
Mecklenburg 775,653 10,566,308 1.14
TOTALS 7,989,806 159,813,807 1.67 < Average Per Citizen Per Month

Excludes Piedmont since they are a waiver program.



Note 1:  Due to mergers which occurred effective July 1, 2005, it is difficult to compare all LME allocations between SFY 05 and SFY 06.
Note 2:  Some LME allocations were higher in SFY 05 than SFY 06 due to the use of MH Trust Fund resources for transition cost
              as LMEs began the process of reducing administrative cost.
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